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1CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION
Measuring income and the concept of poverty thresholds play an
important role in society. These measurements assist policy makers and
researchers in categorizing income information and informing decisions about
how leaders will address poverty in systematic ways. In recent years,
researchers have taken a particular interest in the spatial concentration of
poverty due to evidence suggesting that people living within certain densities of
poverty are more likely to experience certain problems. Upon the release of new
decennial census data, research qUickly follows reporting changes in the spatial
concentration of poverty.
In 2003, Jargowsky reported that high-poverty concentration
significantly and dramatically declined. This report should have been of
particular interest to policy makers as it marked a reverse in the trend of
increasing high-poverty seen between 1970 and 1990. Concentrated high-
poverty, as Jargowsky (2003) references, refers to a 40% poverty concentration
threshold within a geographic area. The 40% threshold is commonly referred to
as high- or extreme-poverty concentration and is a widely accepted threshold of
what constitutes high-poverty (Greene, 1991; Coulton, Chow, Wang & Su,
1996; Galster 2005). This paper contributes to the body of literature describing
changes in poverty concentration between 1990 and 2000 in metropolitan areas
of the United States. Additionally, this paper seeks to inform the question of
how does the measure researchers use when analyzing poverty concentration
impact the information policy makers receive about trends in poverty





The United States uses an income based poverty index, adjusted for
family size, to identify whether individuals have enough monetary resources to
meet their basic needs. Developed in the mid-twentieth century by Mollie
Orshansky, the poverty rate is adjusted for inflation annually, but otherwise
remains largely unchanged from its inception (Fisher, 1992). Orshansky's
poverty measure has several weaknesses. Some weaknesses, such as the
measurement being based on after-tax income but being applied to before-tax
income data from the census were known at its acceptance as the U.S.
standard measure in the 1950's. Other issues with the measure have arisen
over time as the United States has changed. These issues include work patterns
of families with children changing, composition of families and households
changing, changes in prices based on geographic areas over time, increasing
medical care costs, changes in tax rates, changes in the provision ofin-kind
benefits, and an increased standard of living over time (Citro & Robert, 1995).
Ricketts and Sawhill (1988) note the issues surrounding Orshansky's
measure, but also the coherence that having a standard measure has given
debates about poverty. A common poverty threshold and decades of data using
the same variable has given researchers a significant body of data to analyze in
regard to the way that low economic status affects well-being. Studies on the
4impacts of poverty show direct links between individuals living in low-income
environments, particularly children, and the expectation of having lower levels
of general well-being and access to opportunity (Massey & Eggers, 1990;
Brooks-Gunn & Duncan, 1997; Squires & Kubrin, 2005; Schweitzer &
Stephenson, 2007).
Concentrated Poverty Construction
As the interest in how poverty affects the well-being of individuals has
increased, so to have the approaches and vocabulary for discussing poverty.
William J. Wilson (1987) was one of the pioneers in the discussion of measuring
and describing low-income environments, suggesting ties between the
'underclass' and 30 percent poverty concentration. Wilson used census tract
data as a proxy for neighborhoods and completed one of the first semi-
comprehensive analyses of poverty in the United States. Wilson used poverty
concentration thresholds in neighborhoods as a way to describe patterns of
economic movement across space and time.
Jargowsky (l997) explains that while Wilson, and many others, used a
30 percent concentration threshold to signify high- or extreme poverty, 40% has
been the common standard (Citro & Michael, 1995; Jargowsky & Bane, 1991;
Madden, 1996). The development of this new standard for "high-poverty" may
be linked to 40% concentration being the highest concentration level the
Census Bureau publishes aggregate figures for, or to a 40% concentration level
most closely matching neighborhoods knowledgeable locals identified as having
concentrated poverty (Jargowsky, 1997; Sessoms & Wolch, 2008). Jargowsky
(l997) suggested the appropriate high-poverty threshold is "properly chosen
5when it achieves the greatest predictive validity," given that the way poverty is
measured can make it look bigger or smaller (p. 11). Jargowsky (1997)
suggested that predictive validity exists when both experienced observers, such
as service providers, and the high-poverty concentration threshold identify the
same neighborhoods as high-poverty.
Interestingly, using a 40% concentration threshold has limited predictive
validity of the problems, or neighborhood effects, one might expect those living
in concentrated poverty to experience. For some neighborhood effects,
researchers have found non-linear patterns and that the effects of increased
numbers of impoverished inhabitants are indecipherable until concentrations
begin to exceed anywhere between five and 20 percent concentration (Krivo &
Peterson, 1996; Vartanian, 1999). However, the exact concentration threshold
where neighborhood effects of poverty for a given variable can be seen differs
depending on the variable (Jencks & Mayer, 1990; Leventhal & Brooks-Gunn,
2000; Galster, 2005). Research suggests that people living within an area of
40% poverty concentration may experience slightly higher exposure to
neighborhood effects, but that neighborhood effects on crime were minimally
higher for people living in high-poverty areas, as opposed to people living in
areas with 20%-39% concentrated poverty (Krivo & Peterson, 1996).
Additionally, Sessoms and Wolch (2008) provide a clear example of how a
40% poverty concentration may not provide the predictive validity Jargowsky
(1997) proposes it does. Sessoms and Wolch, through a case study of
concentrated poverty in Los Angeles, illustrates the way that many high-poverty
6neighborhoods do not represent the dilapidated, blight filled environment
Jargowsky suggests to be true of 40% concentration poverty.
Jargowsky's 1997 work provides those interested in U.S. poverty with a
comprehensive analysis of nationwide changes in poverty between 1970 and
1990. Jargowsky, in 2003, published an analysis of the aggregate change in
neighborhood level concentrated poverty of United States metropolitan areas
from 1990 to 2000, reporting a "dramatic" decrease in high-poverty
neighborhoods (2003, p. 1). Jargowsky used official U.S. poverty gUidelines to
define poverty, census tracts as a proxy for neighborhoods and a 40%
concentration level within a census tract to signify "high-poverty" tracts (2003).
Given that the Census Bureau utilizes census tracts as a grouping tool for a
rough quantity of people and metropolitan statistical areas come into existence
when population centers reach a minimum threshold, 50,000 people, research
that looks at these two variables over time must find some way to reconcile the
boundary changes that occur over time. Jargowsky accommodated for
geographical boundary changes by using 2000 metropolitan statistical area
boundaries to interpret both the 1990 and 2000 data, while using 1990 census
tract boundaries to interpret the data from 1990 and 2000 census tract
boundaries to interpret the data from 2000 (2003).
Shortly after Jargowsky's analysis of change in poverty concentration
between 1990 and 2000 was published, Pettit and Kingsley (2003) published a
similar study. While Pettit and Kingsley focused their analysis on
neighborhoods, or census tracts, with a 30 percent poverty concentration, they
also provide a general description of changes that occurred at the mid-ranges of
7poverty concentration. Unlike Jargowsky, Pettit and Kingsley used consistent
geographic boundaries across time by gathering census data from the
Neighborhood Change Database. However, their findings lend evidence to the
same trends in poverty movement that Jargowsky (2003) found: decreases in
poverty concentration levels above 30 percent, while the absolute number of
people living in poverty rose (2003).
This analysis will extend and compliment both Jargowsky's (2003) and
Pettit and Kingsley's (2003) analysis of changes in the geographic concentration
of poverty between 1990 and 2000 by examining how reports on poverty change
differ when different concentrations of poverty are used to qualifY the change.
As Jargowsky (1997) states, "poverty can be made to look bigger or smaller
depending on how it is measured" (p. 10).
8CHAPTER III
METHODOLOGY
This study describes the population changes seen at multiple poverty
concentration thresholds and how changing the threshold by which we evaluate
poverty informs the general trends policy makers receive information about
when changes in poverty occur. With neighborhood effects presenting at much
lower levels than the commonly studied high-poverty threshold, policy makers
should be advised on a broader perspective of how poverty concentration has
changed.
Data & Measurement
Data for this study was obtained from the Neighborhood Change
Database. The Neighborhood Change Database provides census tract level data
from the U.S. Census long-form for 1970 to 2000. Data can be retrieved from
the Neighborhood Change Database according to the geographical boundaries
at the time of the census, or normalized to 2000 geographical boundaries. This
study uses data from 1990 and 2000, interpreting both sets of data through the
geographical boundaries in place at the time of the 2000 Census; both for
census tracts and metropolitan areas.
Four primary concepts must be articulated for this discussion: regions,
metropolitan areas, neighborhoods and poverty.
• Regions: Due to some trends in growth and movement varying by smaller
geographic levels than the national level, regions are used to discuss
9changes in smaller geographic areas. Census Bureau region
classifications are used when grouping states into regions in this study.
• Metropolitan Areas: The Census Bureau defines three plimary types of
metropolitan areas: stand-alone Metropolitan Statistical Areas (MSAs),
Plimary Metropolitan Statistical Areas (PMSAs) and Consolidated
Metropolitan Statistical Areas (CMSAs). This study includes 100% of
MSAs and PMSAs, but does not address CMSAs and other metropolitan
area divisions due to their inability to represent unified housing and
labor markets and inconsistency across the nation. Definitions of
metropolitan areas from 2000 are applied to both 1990 census data and
2000 census data, for a total of 331 metropolitan areas.
• Neighborhoods: Continuing with common practice in this field, census
tracts are used as proxies for neighborhoods. Given that census tract
boundalies expelience change over time, one must address this change
in data analysis. Census tract boundalies from the year 2000 are used to
interpret both 2000 and 1990 census data.
• Poverty: The official U.S. poverty gUidelines are used to define poverty.
These gUidelines are referenced in the long form of the decennial census
and within the Neighborhood Change Database.
The Neighborhood Change Database provides researchers with a unique
tool in the way that it allows a person to analyze census data from 1970 to
2000, all mapped to the same geographic boundalies. The mapping techniques
used in creating the Neighborhood Change Database are supelior to earlier
attempts to create standardized geographic boundalies across multiple census
10
years due to the geographic information system (GIS) technology that has been
developed over the last decade. Previous attempts to remap census boundaries
over multiple census years did not have the geographic information system
technology to weight data at the census block level, and distributed census
tract data into equal parts when tracts were divided. With Neighborhood
Change Database, one has the ability to match both census tracts across
census years and larger geographic boundaries. Figure 1 provides one example
of how census tract boundaries changed between 1990 and 2000. The
Neighborhood Change Database allows a person to look at 1990 census data as
though tract 24.02 had been divided into tracts 24.03 and 24.04 at that time.
Due to ability to apply the same geographic boundaries to both 1990 and 2000
census data, the number of census tracts in the analysis is the same for both
census years.









This analysis is a quantitative study and focuses on describing changes
in poverty concentration between 1990 and 2000. Analysis began by identifYing
general characteristics about poverty in 1990 and 2000, including the general
11
locations and numbers of people living in poverty, and changes in poverty
concentration at five percent increments. See Appendix A for changes in
poverty concentration ranges. Poverty concentration for each tract was
identified by calculating the number of people that poverty status was
determined for within a census tract and proportion of those living in poverty.
Changes in the number of census tracts, number of people living in those
tracts and the poverty rate for 40% poverty concentration were then calculated.
The total population of a census tract was used to identity the number of people
living in tracts with 40% poverty concentration. The concentrated poverty rate
was determined by identifYing the number of people living in poverty within a
metropolitan area and the proportion of those living in 40 or greater percent
poverty concentration. These methods were then used to identity the same




National Changes in Population Between 1990 and 2000
Between 1990 and 2000 the United States saw 13% change in overall
population growth (see Table 1). Metropolitan areas grew somewhat faster than
non-metropolitan areas, with over fourth-fifths (84%) of the increase in
population between 1990 and 2000 living in urban areas. Four out of five
people in the United States lived in metropolitan areas in 1990, a trend that
continued into 2000. During the 1990's, the number of poor living in the United
States grew by over 2.7 million people, a 7% change (see Table 2). However,
both metropolitan and non-metropolitan areas saw a decline in the poverty rate,
or proportion of poor living in those areas (see Table 3). While the national
average for metropolitan areas saw a decline in poverty rate (-6% change) and a
more than a 10 percentage point increase in the absolute number of poor, non-
metropolitan areas saw both a decline in the poverty rate (-15% change) and a
decline in the absolute number of poor (-6% change). See Appendix B for
population, poverty population and poverty rate changes by metropolitan area.
Table 1. Change in Population by Metropolitan Area Status, 1990-2000


















Table 2. Change in the Number of Poor by Metropolitan Area Status,
1990-2000
Area 1990 2000 Absolute % ChangeChange
Non-Metro Areas 8,312,686 7,805,832 -506,854 -6.1%
Metro Areas 23,430,202 26,093,980 2,663,778 11.4%
U.S. Total 31,742,888 33,899,812 2,156,924 6.8%
Table 3. Change in Poverty Rate by Metropolitan Area Status, 1990-2000

















Due to four out of five people living in metropolitan areas, national
trends of movement between different poverty concentration ranges (see Figures
2, 4, and 6) reflect movement and changes within metropolitan areas (see
Figures 3, 5, and 7). However, given the small non-metropolitan population and
differences seen between national population distribution (see Figure 4) and
metropolitan area population distribution (see Figure 5), it is evident that
metropolitan and non-metropolitan areas experience different poverty
movement in the same time periods. An example of these differences can be
seen in the way that poverty concentration ranges between 20% to 35%
concentration experienced negative growth nationally and positive growth in
metropolitan areas. Similarly, census tracts patterns of poverty concentration
movement (see Figures 2 and 3) and poverty concentration movement among
the number of poor (see Figures 6 and 7) evidence different patterns of
movement in metropolitan and non-metropolitan areas between 1990 and
2000. See Appendices C, D and E for concentrated poverty changes by
metropolitan area.
Figure 2. Change in Number of Metropolitan and Non-Metropolitan Census





















Range of Poverty Concentration Within Tract
Figure 3. Change in Number of Metropolitan Census Tracts by Poverty































Figure 4. Change in Metropolitan and Non-Metropolitan Area Populations by























r3\0 <0\0 r3\o f3\0 ~\o f!5\0 r3\0 r3\0
'0'"' ",,:' "ref{; ce-fC; ~?3 <>;:,"?3 <>;:,re~ ..,l$.
Range of Poverty Concentration Within Tract










& & ~ & ~ & & & ~
r:f '0'"' ",,:' "ref{; ce-fC; '1,-re?3 <>;:,"?3 <>;:,rol$. ..,b<\5
Range of Poverty Concentration Within Tract
Figure 6. Change in Number of Metropolitan and Non-Metropolitan Poor by
Poverty Concentration within Tract, 1990-2000
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Figure 7. Change in Number of Metropolitan Poor by Poverty Concentration
within Tract, 1990-2000
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The absolute number of census tracts, population and population living
in poverty in metropolitan areas declined in census tracts with zero to 5%
poverty concentration and census tracts with greater than 35% poverty
concentration. Metropolitan census tracts with 5% to 35% poverty
concentration saw increases in the absolute number of census tracts,
population and population living in poverty in metropolitan areas. The most
dramatic declines occurred in areas with 40% concentration or greater, with
negative 22% change in growth of census tracts, negative 30% change in
population growth and negative 32% change in poverty population growth.
While these areas with high levels of poverty concentration saw the greatest
declines, metropolitan areas with 26% to 35% poverty concentration saw the
highest rates of growth in the number of census tracts, population and
population living in poverty throughout metropolitan areas.
Regional Changes in Metropolitan Population
Regionally, the United States saw distinctly different trends in population
and poverty growth (Table 4). See Figure 8 for regional divisions. Population in
the West grew the most at more than twice the rate of the Midwest and more
than three times the rate of the Northeast. The population in the South grew at
nearly the same pace as the West, although slightly less.
Table 4. Percent Change of Metropolitan Area Population, Poverty and Poverty

















Figure 8. U.S. Census Regions and Divisions
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The number of poor saw the most divergent trends in growth rates
regionally (Table 4), with the Midwest experiencing growth of negative 6%
change and the West leading in poverty growth at 27% change. While the South
had the second highest rate of population growth at 19% change, it had the
second lowest rate of poverty growth at 10% change. The Northeast followed a
reverse pattern, with the lowest rate of population growth (6% change) and the
second highest rate of poverty growth (15% change).
Regional poverty rate changes reflected the patterns of population and
poverty growth. The Northeast saw the highest poverty rate growth, echoing the
fact that the region's rate of poverty growth (15% change) was almost triple the
rate of population growth (6% change). Nearly three out of four metropolitan
areas (72%) in the northeast region of the United States saw growth in their
poverty rate. Two out of five metropolitan areas (40%) in the West saw growth in
their poverty rate, with the whole region seeing an overall increase in the
poverty rate. The Midwest's poverty rate grew negatively at a higher rate (-13%
19
change) than the population grew positively (9% change), indicating movement
of poor residents to other regions. Nearly three-quarters (73%) of metropolitan
areas in the Midwest had negative growth in their poverty rate, and half of
metropolitan areas (51%) in the South had negative growth in their poverty rate.
Distinct differences in population, the population living in poverty and
the poverty rate existed within regions as well. The West, for example, saw
average poverty growth in Pacific states at 25% change, nearly double that of
Mountain states (14% change). This was reflected in the poverty rates, with
Mountain states having negative growth in the poverty rate of almost 10%
change and Pacific states seeing growth of almost 10% change. Individual states
also saw differing trends in change.
40% Poverty Concentration in Metropolitan Areas
Between 1990 and 2000 the absolute number of census tracts with 40%
poverty concentration or greater decreased by 589 tracts (Table 5). This
represents 20% change over the decade. The absolute number of people living
in 40% poverty concentration decreased by more than 1.5 million people, just
over 17% change. The percentage of poor living in 40% poverty concentration
census tracts, or 40% concentrated poverty rate, went down by five percentage
points, which constitutes 30% change. These trends, similar to national poverty
trends, represent population growth that is outpacing poverty growth. On
average, the population in metropolitan areas grew faster than the number of
poor. Given that national trends in poverty movement show movement of poor
from non-metropolitan areas to metropolitan areas and that the national
20
poverty rate for metropolitan areas decreased by only 2% change, the 40%
concentrated poverty rate decreased in a larger than average way.
Table 5. 40% Poverty Concentration: Change in Number of Census Tracts,
Population and 40% Concentrated Poverty Rate, 1990-2000
Measure 1990 2000 Absolute % ChangeChange
# of Census Tracts
Population Living in 40%
Poverty Concentration














Regionally, the Midwest and South saw the greatest decreases in 40%
concentration poverty and the Northeast saw the greatest increases. In both the
Midwest and South, six out often (59%) metropolitan areas decreased in the
number of census tracts with 40% concentration poverty and seven out of ten
metropolitan areas decreased in the number of people living in 40%
concentration poverty (69% in the Midwest and 71% in the South). The number
of metropolitan areas in the South with a decreasing poverty rate was 11%
greater than the Midwest (69%) at 80%. These trends in decreasing 40% poverty
concentration are juxtaposed with roughly half of metropolitan areas in the
Northeast seeing increases in the number of census tracts (45%) and
population (50%) in 40% concentration poverty, and the 40% concentrated
poverty rate increasing in over a third (37%) of metropolitan areas in the
Northeast. The West had fewer metropolitan areas that increased in the number
of 40% poverty concentration census tracts (28%) and population (40%), but
similar to the Northeast, also had a third (34%) of the metropolitan areas in the
region with increasing 40% concentrated poverty rates.
21
30% Poverty Concentration in Metropolitan Areas
Similar to areas with 40% poverty concentration, the absolute number of
census tracts with 30% poverty concentration. or greater decreased between
1990 and 2000. The reduction of 266 census tracts with greater than 30%
poverty concentration represents less than 5% change over the decade (Table
6). The absolute number of people living in 30% poverty concentration
essentially remained the same, which in a time of population growth means the
concentrated poverty rate decreased. The 30% concentrated poverty rate
decreased at a slightly lower rate than the 40% concentrated poverty rate, at
just under 5% change. A large number of the total poor live in 30% poverty
concentration: in 1990 one would expect to see one in four poor people living in
30% poverty concentration and in 2000 one would expect to see one in five poor
people living in 30% poverty concentration.
Table 6. 30% Poverty Concentration: Change in Number of Census Tracts,
Population and 30% Concentrated Poverty Rate, 1990-2000
Measure 1990 2000 Absolute % ChangeChange
# of Census Tracts
Population Living in 30%
Poverty Concentration














At the 30% poverty concentration level, the Midwest and South also saw
the greatest decreases in the number of metropolitan areas that had fewer 30%
poverty concentration census tracts, less population living in this poverty
concentration and 30% concentrated poverty rates, although more variation
existed between the two regions. Roughly three out of four (73%) cities in the
Midwest had decreases in the number of 30% poverty concentration census
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tracts, while closer to half of cities (55%) in the South followed the same
pattern. In the Midwest, 86% of metropolitan areas saw decreases in the
number of people living in 30% poverty concentration, while only two-thirds
(66%) of metropolitan areas in the South saw decreases in the number of people
living in 30% poverty concentration. However, the South outpaced the Midwest
in relation to the numbers of metropolitan areas with decreased concentrated
poverty rates. Four out of five (81%) metropolitan areas in the South saw
decreases in the 30% concentration poverty rate, and closer to three out of four
(77%) cities in the Midwest saw decreases in the 30% concentrated poverty rate.
The Northeast and West regions both had 65% of metropolitan areas with
increases in the number of people living in 30% poverty concentration. In the
Northeast, the number of metropolitan areas with increases in 30% poverty
concentration census tracts was consistent with the population at 65%, but the
West only saw 40% of metropolitan areas increase in the number of 30%
poverty concentration census tracts. Increases in the 30% concentrated poverty
rate in the Northeast also outpaced the west, with two out of five (42%) cities in
the Northeast seeing increases in the 30% concentrated poverty rate and only
one-third (34%) of cities in the West seeing increases.
5OJ/o Poverty Concentration in Metropolitan Areas
Imbedded in the reports on 40% poverty concentration are the people
who live in higher poverty concentration levels. In 2000, almost two out of five
(38%) tracts included in 40% poverty concentration reports, were tracts with
50% poverty concentration or greater. One-third (34%) of the population living
40% poverty concentration, also lived in areas with 50% poverty concentration
23
or more. This number is down from the two out of five people living in areas
with 50% poverty concentration or more in 1990. Overall, the number of census
tracts, population and 50% concentrated poverty rate all decreased at rates of
change more than ten percentage points greater than 40% poverty
concentration (Table 8).
Table 7. 50% Poverty Concentration: Change in Number of Census Tracts,
Population and 50% Concentrated Poverty Rate, 1990-2000
Measure 1990 2000 Absolute
Change
# of Census Tracts
Population liVing in 50%
Poverty Concentration















Table 8. National Summary of U.S. Metropolitan Area Concentrated Poverty
Change, 1990-2000
8.2% 4.7% -3.5% -42.4%
12.2% 7.6% -4.6% -37.9%
17.6% 12.4% -5.2% -29.5''10
24.1% 18.6% -5.5% -22.7%
31.4% 26.7% -4.7% -15.0%
40.1% 36.5% -3.6% -9.0%











1990 2000 Absolute %Change Change
3;&52,1"68 2,503,673 -1,148,495 -31.4%
5,793,041 4,241,998 -1,551,043 -26.8%
8,960,818 7,403,281 -1,557;537 -17.4%
13,248,473 12,043,636 -1,204,837 -9.1%
18,841,866 ¥~i84~ ,60£) -2aa 0.0%
26,664,802 28,661,749 1,996,947 7.5%





Upon looking at Table 8, one may assume the outlook to be more positive
than it truly is. Table 8 gives the impression that concentrated poverty rates
across the nation decreased down to 20% concentration. While this is
technically true, it does not give an accurate depiction of what happened
between 1990 and 2000 in specific ranges of poverty concentration. From Table
9, one can see the impact of overlap in concentration levels become apparent
when concentration ranges are broken apart. When the reverberations of
24
decreases in very- high concentration levels are removed from a concentrated
poverty range, such as 30% to 34% poverty concentration, one sees that there
was a 20% increase in the number of people living in tracts with that range of
poverty concentration and a 10% increase in the concentrated poverty rate.
Table 9. National Summary- of U.S. Metropolitan Area Concentrated Poverty
Change by Concentration Range, 1990-2000
Poverty Population in Tracts













50% 3,652, Hll8 2,503,673 -1,148,495
45-49% 2,140,873 1,738,325 -402,548
40·44% 3,167,777 3,161,283 ,6,494
35-39% 4,287,655 4,640,355 352,700
30-34% 5,593,393 6,797,964 1,204,5171 21.5%
25-29% 7,822,936 9,820,149 1,997,213 25.5%





























Also not captured in the tables above, is that the fact that many
metropolitan areas did not have any tracts at the 50% poverty concentration
level, both in 1990 and 2000. Due to this phenomenon, a higher percentage of
metropolitan areas in all regions experienced no decline in the number of
census tracts, the population or the 50% concentrated poverty rate. Regionally,
many of the same trends seen at 40% poverty concentration are also present at
50% poverty concentration. The South saw the greatest proportion of
metropolitan areas with declines in the number of census tracts (46%), the
population (54%) and the 50% concentrated poverty rate (56%), with the
Midwest close behind (45%,51 %,54%, respectively). The Northeast and West
saw similarly large proportions of metropolitan areas with increases in all three
categories (22%, 23%, 22%, respectively, in the Northeast versus 22%, 31%,
22% in the West). However, the South closely trailed in the percent of
metropolitan areas that saw growth in the number of 50% poverty
25
concentration census tracts (17%), the population (20%) and the 50%
concentrated poverty rate (15%). In absolute numbers, the South had more
metropolitan areas see growth in 50% poverty concentration than the Northeast




Poverty became less concentrated between 1990 and 2000, as previous
studies have also shown. Concentrated poverty rates had negative growth down
to the 20% concentration level, with the highest poverty concentration areas
seeing the greatest change. This reduction in poverty concentration between
1990 and 2000 marked a distinct reversal of poverty concentration trends seen
between 1970 and 1990.
Although decreases in the number of people living in higher levels of
poverty concentration and concentrated poverty rates were seen between 1990
and 2000, movement from higher levels of poverty concentration coincided with
increases the number of tracts and amount of people living in moderate poverty
concentrations levels. With the absolute number of poor increasing between
1990 and 2000, and the number of people living in 30% poverty concentration
or greater decreasing, the number of areas with moderate poverty concentration
grew. One of the implications of having more moderate poverty concentration
census tracts is that more non-poor people are experiencing the impact of
moderate poverty concentration. Additionally. the number of very-low poverty
concentration areas decreased dUring this time period.
Studies like those of Jargowsky (2003) and Pettit and Kingsley (2003) are
paramount in identifying the types of changes in poverty concentration that
have occurred over time. However, looking at anyone measure in isolation
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presents an incomplete picture of the changes in poverty movement that
occurred over a specific time period. Looking at one measure of poverty in
isolation, particularly in the policy arena, limits the applicability of the
research. Poverty concentration thresholds that have been accepted as common
standards for measurement may bear little relation to the policy issue being
discussed.
While policy makers at the national level must address the issues of
poverty across the nation, one must be careful to avoid a one-size-fits-all
approach to concentrated poverty as different parts of the country are
contemporaneously experiencing different trends in poverty concentration
changes. Additionally, one must consider how the measurement being used
impacts the ensuing reports, and evaluate the measurement level in relation to
the issue at hand. Jargowsky completed his study of concentrated poverty
change between 1990 and 2000 in part for "anxious" policYmakers; however,
policy makers must be careful before generalizing these findings to all areas of
the United State or all social ills (2003, p. 2). As this study has shown, the
threshold by which poverty concentration is measured changes the reports one
sees.
Policy makers need sound information that conveys the incidence of
poverty concentration in a manner that accurately reflects the number of people
experiencing lower levels of general well-being and decreased access to
opportunity that result from neighborhood effects. When discussing
neighborhood effects or issues related to concentrated poverty, the threshold by
which poverty concentration is measured should relate to the particular issue
28
being discussed. The difficulty in this conversation is that current research
suggests that neighborhood effects present at varying levels, not just the
commonly studied higher poverty concentration levels.
These findings suggest that future research is needed to learn more
about what is happening at lower poverty concentration levels. In addition to
indentifYing the changes that occurred at lower poverty concentration levels
between 1990 and 2000, other avenues for research include looking at census
data from 1970 to 1990 and how changes in lower poverty concentration levels
compare over the last several decades, or indentifYing whether increases in




CROSS-TABULATION OF POVERTI CONCENTRATION CHANGE BY RANGE
2000 Poverty Concentration Range*
0-5% 6-10% 11-15% 16-20% 21-25% 26-30% 31-35% 36-40% >40% Row 10tal
<D 0-5% 53.30% 38.10% 6.60% 1.50% 0.20% 0.10% 0.00% 0.00% 0.20% 100.00%
OJ 6-10% 11.20% 45.60% 29.00% 10.80% 2.40% 0.60% 0.30% 0.00% 0.10% 100.00%c::
>oCll 11-15% 1.30% 18.00% 36.10% 27.10% 11.90% 4.10% 1.00% 0.30% 0.20% 100.00%t:a:
<D c:: 16-20% 0.20% 4.20% 19.90% 33.00% 23.10% 12.70% 4.90% 1.20% 0.70% 100.00%~ .Q 21-25% 0.10% 0.90% 6.40% 21.50% 26.60% 27.30% 11.40% 3.70% 2.10% 100.00%a..Cti
O~ 26-30% 0.00% 0.30% 1.60% 9.40% 21.60% 27.90% 21.70% 9.90% 7.60% 100.00%0) c::
0) <D 31-35% 0.00% 0.10% 0.30% 3.50% 11.80% 23.20% 26.20% 18.60% 16.20% 100.00%T"" U
c:: 36-40% 0.00% 0.00% 0.10% 1.10% 4.80% 13.90% 24.50% 27.00% 28.60% 100.00%00 >40% 0.00% 0.00% 0.10% 0.50% 1.30% 5.00% 11.50% 16.30% 65.20% 100.00%
*Metropolitan area census tracts weighted by 2000 population.
VJ
o
- ----------- -- ------------------
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APPENDIXB
CHANGES IN POPULATION BY METROPOLITAN AREA
Metropolitan Area 1990
Population Nwnber of People Living In Poverty Average Poverty Concentration
2000 Absolute % 1990 2000 Absolute % 1990 2000 Absolute %













































































































































































































































































Population Nwnber of People Living In Poverty Average Poverty Concentration
2000 Absolute % 1990 2000 Absolute % 1990 2000 Absolute %

















































































































































































































































































Population Nwnber of People Uving In Poverty Average Poverty Concentration
2000 Absolute % 1990 2000 Absolute % 1990 2000 Absolute %



























































































































































































































































































Population Nwnber of People Uving In Poverty Average Poverty Concentration
Metro Utan Area 1990 2000 Absolute % 1990 2000 Absolute % 1990 2000 Absolute %
po Change Change Change Change Change Change









































































































































































































































































Fort Pierce-Port St. Lucie, FL
OK
Fort Collins-LoVeland, CO













Population Number of People Living In Poverty Average Poverty Concentration
2000 Absolute % 1990 2000 Absolute % 1990 2000 Absolute %

























































































































































































































































































Population Number of People Living In Poverty Average Poverty Concentration
2000 Absolute % 1990 2000 Absolute % 1990 2000 Absolute %
























































































































































































































































































Population Number of People Living In Poverty Average Poverty Concentration
2000 Absolute % 1990 2000 Absolute % 1990 2000 Absolute %

































































































































































































































































































Population Number of People Living In Poverty Average Poverty Concentration
2000 Absolute % 1990 2000 Absolute % 1990 2000 Absolute %


















































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































Metropolitan Area 1990 .
Population Number of People Living In Poverty Average Poverty Concentration
2000 Absolute % 1990 2000 Absolute % 1990 2000 Absolute %






















































































































































































































































































Population Number of People Living In Poverty Average Poverty Concentration
2000 Absolute % 1990 2000 Absolute % 1990 2000 Absolute %



















































































































































































































































































Population Number of People Living In Poverty Average Poverty Concentration
2000 Absolute % 1990 2000 Absolute % 1990 2000 Absolute %








































































































































































































































































Tampa-St. Petersburg-Clearwater, FL 2,067,963 2,395,997




Population Number of People Living In Poverty Average Poverty Concentration
Metropolitan Area 1990 2000 Absolute % 2000 Absolute % Absolute %Change Change 1990 Change Change 1990 2000 Change Change
Wilmington, NC 171,268 233.450 62,182 36.3% 24.144 29,540 5,396 22.3% 0.16 0.15 -0.01 -6.3%
Worcester. MA-CT 476.221 32.761 6.90/0 39.$56 48.097 8.541 0.12 20.0%
Yakima. WA 188,823 222,581 33,758 17.9% 37.486 43.070 5,584 14.9% 0.22 0.21 -0.01 -4.5%
Yolo. CA 168.660 18.9% 23,428 29.787 6.359 0.02 12.5%
York, PA 339.574 381,751 42,177 12.4% 21,203 25,269 4.066 19.2% 0.08 0.09 0.01 12.5%
Youngs~oWn-Warren;0H 594.746 -6,229 -1.00Al 84.125 66.a\jj4 -11.531 -20.8% 0.17 -0.02 -11,8%
Yuba City, CA 122.643 139,149 16,506 13.5% 20,770 24.236 3,466 16.7% 0.16 0.17 0.01 6.3%
YUfua:;AZ 106.896 160,026 53.130 49.7% 20.551 29,670 0.20 -0,01 -5.00/0
Non Metro Area Total 50,297,478 55.428,213 5,130,735 10.2% 8,312,686 7,805,832 -506.854 -6.1% 0.17 0.15 -0.02 -14.4%
Metro Area: Total 198.412.381 225.99t3.693 13.9% 23.430.202 26.093.980 2.663.778 11.4% 0.00 -2.4%




CENSUS TRACT CHANGES BY POVERlY CONCENTRATION
45
Metropolitan Area
30% Poverty Concentration 400A> Poverty Concentration 500A> Poverty Concentration
1990 2000 Absolute % 1990 2000 Absolute % 1990 2000 Absolute %
Change Change ChlI!lge Change Change Change
















































































































































































































































































30% Poverty Concentration 40% Poverty Concentration 50% Poverty Concentration
1990 2000 Absolute % 1990 2000 Absolute % 1990 2000 Absolute %
















































































































































































































































































30% Poverty Concentration 40% Poverty Concentration 50% Poverty Concentration
1990 2000 Absolute % 1990 2000 Absolute % 1990 2000 Absolute %































































































































































































































































































30% Poverty Concentration 40% Poverty Concentration 50% Poverty Concentration
1990 2000 Absolute % 1990 2000 Absolute % 1990 2000 Absolute %


























































































































































































































































Fort Myers-Cape Coral. FL




















30% Poverty Concentration 40% Poverty Concentration 50% Poverty Concentration
1990 2000 Absolute % 1990 2000 Absolute % 1990 2000 Absolute %





























































































































































































































































































30% Poverty Concentration 40% Poverty Concentration 50% Poverty Concentration
1990 2000 Absolute % 1990 2000 Absolute % 1990 2000 Absolute %




































































































































































































































































































30% Poverty Concentration 40% Poverty Concentration 50% Poverty Concentration
1990 2000 Absolute % 1990 2000 Absolute % 1990 2000 Absolute %
Change Change Change Change Change Change
















































































































































































































































































30% Poverty Concentration 40% Poverty Concentration 50% Poverty Concentration
1990 2000 Absolute % 1990 2000 Absolute % 1990 2000 Absolute %





















































































































































































































































































30% Poverty Concentration 40% Poverty Concentration 50% Poverty Concentration
1990 2000 Absolute % 1990 2000 Absolute % 1990 2000 Absolute %





































































































































































































































































































30% Poverty Concentration 400/0 Poverty Concentration 500/0 Poverty Concentration
1990 2000 Absolute % 1990 2000 Absolute % 1990 2000 Absolute %











































































































































































































































































San Luis Obispo-Atascadero-Paso Robles, c:A















30% Poverty Concentration 40% Poverty Concentration 50% Poverty Concentration
1990 2000 Absolute % 1990 2000 Absolute % 1990 2000 Absolute %































































































































































































































































































30% Poverty Concentration 40% Poverty Concentration 50% Poverty Concentration
1990 2000 Absolute % 1990 2000 Absolute % 1990 2000 Absolute %
























































































































































































































































































30% Poverty Concentration 40% Poverty Concentration 50% Poverty Concentration
Metropolitan Area 1990 2000 Absolute % 1990 2000 Absolute % 1990 2000 Absolute %Change Change Change Change Change Change
Worcester, MA-Cf 8 13 5 62.5% 4 6 2 50.00,1, 2 $ I $tI,O%
Yakima, WA 9 8 -1 -11.1% 5 2 -3 -60,0% 1 1 0 0,0%
Yolo. CA 6 1 1 16.7% 1 I 0 0.0% 0 0 0.0%
York, PA 3 5 2 66.7% 0 0 0 0.0% 0 0 0 0.0%
Youngstown-Warren.OH 28 25 -3 -10.7"/0 18 8 -10 -55.60,1, 7 3 -4 "57.1%
Yuba City. CA 2 2 0 0.0% 0 1 1 N/A 0 0 0 0.0%
Yuma,AZ 6 -5 -45.5% 3 2 -I -33.3% 0 0 0 0.0%
Non Metro Area Total 1,509 911 -598 -39,6% 525 277 -248 -47.2% 207 92 -115 -55.6%
Metro Mea Total 5,70$ 5,491 -212 "3.7% 2,943 2,354 -589 -20.00,1, 904 -398 -30.6%




POPULATION CHANGE BY POVER1Y CONCENTRATION
59
Metropolitan Area
30% Poverty Concentration 40% Poverty Concentration 50% Poverty Concentration
1990 2000 Absolute % 1990 2000 Absolute % 1990 2000 Absolute %



































































































































































































































































































30% Poverty Concentration 40"10 Poverty Concentration 50% Poverty Concentration
2000 Absolute % 1990 2000 Absolute % 1990 2000 Absolute %

































































































































































































































































































30% Poverty Concentration 40% Poverty Concentration 50% Poverty Concentration
2000 Absolute % 1990 2000 Absolute % 1990 2000 Absolute %










































































































































































































































































30% Poverty Concentration 40% Poverty Concentration 50% Poverty Concentration
2000 Absolute % 1990 2000 Absolute % 1990 2000 Absolute %































































































































































































































































































300/0 Poverty Concentration 40% Poverty Concentration 50% Poverty Concentration
2000 Absolute % 1990 2000 Absolute % 1990 2000 Absolute %




























































































































































































































































































30% Poverty Concentration 40% Poverty Concentration 50% Poverty Concentration
2000 Absolute % 1990 2000 Absolute % 1990 2000 Absolute %






















































































































































































































































































30% Poverty Concentration 40% Poverty Concentration 50% Poverty Concentration
2000 Absolute % 1990 2000 Absolute % 1990 2000 Absolute %













































































































































































































































































North Little Rock, AR
Longview-MarshaIl,TX
Metropolitan Area 1990
30"10 Poverty Concentration 40"10 Poverty Concentration 50"10 Poverty Concentration
2000 Absolute % 1990 2000 Absolute % 1990 2000 Absolute "10
Change ChllIljife Change Change ChllIljife Change














































































































































































































































































30% Poverty Concentration 40% Poverty Concentration 50% Poverty Concentration
2000 Absolute % 1990 2000 Absolute % 1990 2000 Absolute %























































































































































































































































































30% Poverty Concentration 40% Poverty Concentration 50% Poverty Concentration
2000 Absolute % 1990 2000 Absolute % 1990 2000 Absolute %





















































































































































































































































































30% Poverty Concentration 40% Poverty Concentration 50% Poverty Concentration
2000 Absolute % 1990 2000 Absolute % 1990 2000 Absolute %



















































































































































































































































































30% Poverty Concentration 40% Poverty Concentration 50% Poverty Concentration
2000 Absolute % 1990 2000 Absolute % 1990 2000 Absolute %






























































































































































































































































































30% Poverty Concentration 40% Poverty Concentration 500!c> Poverty Concentration
Metropolitan Area 1990 2000 Absolute % 1990 2000 Absolute % 1990 2000 Absolute %Change Change Change Change Change Change
Waterloo-Cedar Falls, IA 21,312 14,326 -6,986 -32.8% 3,461 8,255 4,794 138.5% 1,624 0 -1,624 -100.0%
Wausau, WI 3,476 0 -100,0% 0 0 0 0.0% 0 0 0,0%
West Palm Beach- 42,992 56,947 13,955 32.5% 15,641 19,940 4,299 27.5% 0 5,003 5,003 N/ABoca Raton, FL
Wheeling, WV-OH 9,913 7,111 -2,802 -28.3% 0 3.078 3,078 N/A 0 527 N/A
Wichita, KS 33.664 14,447 -19,217 -57.1% 13,223 5,492 -7,731 -58.5% 2,700 0 -2,700 -100.0%
Wichita Falls, TX 6,117 -10,100 ·62.3"10 8,864 2,508 "6,346 -71.7% 0 -2,030 -100.0%
Williamsport, PA 7,054 7.359 305 4.3% 1,466 2,313 847 57.80/0 1,466 0 -1,466 -100.0%
WilmingtoI'1-Newark, 10,524 30,276 187.7% 4,470 21,184 16,714 373.9%. 1,572 10.544 570.7010
Wilmington, NC 18,433 10,686 -7,747 -42.0% 9,004 4.310 -4,694 -52.1% 3,202 0 -3,202 -100.0%
Woni;ester. MA-Cf 21.212 43;635 22,423 105.7% 8.320 14,976 6,656 80.0% 3,834 4,504 670
Yakima, WA 42,065 52,436 10,371 24.7% 21.179 12,395 -8,784 -41.5% 2,473 2,778 305 12.3%
Yolo. CA 8,314 28.4% 6,330 6,584 254 4.0% 0 0 0:0%
York, PA 7,883 12,970 5,087 64.5% 0 0 0 0.0% 0 0 0 0,0%
Youngstown-Warren, 63,411 53,446 -9,965 -15.7% 36,429 11,712 ·24.717 ·61.8% 16.389 3,454 -12,935 "78.9%
Yuba City, CA 13,311 13,826 515 3.9% 0 8,483 8,483 N/A 0 0 0 0.0%
YUma, liZ 31.934- 27,765 4.169 -13.1% 10,353 7,406 -2,947 -28.5% 0 0 0.0%
Non Metro Area Total 5.300,299 3,308,571 -1,991,728 -37.6% 1,808,216 967,854 -840.362 -46.5% 748,205 324,465 -423,740 -56.6%
Metro Area Total 18,841,866 18,841;600 -266 0.0% 8.960.818 7.403.281 "1,551.537 -17.4% 3,652,168 2,503,673 -1,148,495 -31,4%





CONCENTRATED POVERIY RATE CHANGE BY POVERIY CONCENTRATION
Metropolitan Area
Abilene. TX
30% Poverty Concentration 40% Poverty Concentration 50% Poverty Concentration
1990 2000 Absolute % 1990 2000 Absolute % 1990 2000 Absolute %
Change Change Change Change Change Change





















































































































































































































































30% Poverty Concentration 40% Poverty Concentration 50"/0 Poverty Concentration
1990 2000 Absolute % 1990 2000 Absolute % 1990 2000 Absolute %












































































Boston. MA-NH 16.2% 15.8% -0.4% -2.5% 4.9% 4.7% -0.1% -2.2% 0.9% 0.7% -0.2% -18.7%
Boulder-Longmont. 34.5% 22,7% -11.8% -34.3% 10.3% 11.7% 9.4%















































































































30% Poverty Concentration 40% Poverty Concentration 50% Poverty Concentration
1990 2000 Absolute % 1990 2000 Absolute % 1990 2000 Absolute %






































































































































































































Decatur.IL 39.2% 33.1 % -6.1% -15.6% 15.3% 33.1% 17.8% 116.3% 7.0% 8.6% 1.7% 23.9%
Denver, CO 25.5% 8.0% -17.5% -68.8% 8.9% 1.5% -7.4% -83.1% 3.3% -2.6°A> -80,3%



















30% Poverty Concentration 40% Poverty Concentration 50% Poverty Concentration
1990 2000 Absolute % 1990 2000 Absolute % 1990 2000 Absolute %
Ch~e Change Change Change Change Change
Dothan. AL 31.9% 25.2% -6.8% -21.2% 18.2% 0.0% -18.2% -100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
DoVer. DE 2.0% 0.0% ·2.0% -100.0% 2.0% 0.00/0 -2.0% -100.0% 0.0% 0.00/0 0.00/0 0.0%







































































































































































Fort Collins-Loveland. CO 25.4% 17.0% -8.4%· c33.2% 3.9% 14.50/0 10.9% 283.7% 3.9% O.OOAl
-2.9% -100.0%
Fort LaUderdale. FL
Fort Myers-Cape Coral. FL
Fort Pierce-Port St. Lucie. FL
Fort Smith, AR-OK













































30% Poverty Concentration 40% Poverty Concentration 50% Poverty Concentration
1990 2000 Absolute % 1990 2000 Absolute % 1990 2000 Absolute %
Change C~e Change C~e Change C]1ange


















































Gary. IN 25.0% -8.8% -26.0% 18.0% 12.2% -5.8% -32.2% 2.7% -5.7% -67.9%



































































































































































































30% Poverty Concentration 40% Poverty Concentration 50% Poverty Concentration
1990 2000 Absolute % 1990 2000 Absolute % 1990 2000 Absolute %





























































































































Jonesboro, AR 24.1% 16.1% -8.0% -33.3% 0.0% 16.1% 16.1% N/A 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.00/0





























































































30% Poverty Concentration 40% Poverty Concentration 500A, Poverty Concentration
1990 2000 Absolute % 1990 2000 Absolute % 1990 2000 Absolute %
Change Change Change Change Change Change
Lakeland-Winter Haven. FL 10.5% 12.1% 1.6% 15.3% 2.5% 2.5% -0.1% 0.0% 2.2% 2.2% N/A







































Lawrence. MA-NH 42.3% 19.7% -22.7% -53.6% 18.2% 2.40/0 -15.8% -86.7% 6.3% 0.0% -6.3% -100.0%
Lawton, OK 27.6% 22.6% -5.0% -18.2% 8.7% 5.80/0 -3.0% -33.8% 8.7% 0.0% -100.0%
Lewiston-Auburn. ME 21.6% 24.5% 2.9% 13.4% 7.3% 6.0% -1.3% -17.2% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
I..exingt.on. KY 31.4% 20.7% -lO.8% -34.2% 12.6% 12.3% -0.3% -2.1% 3.6% 4.3% 17.7%
Lima.OH 28.6% 32.6% 3.9% 13.8% 9.7% 4.5% -5.3% -54.1% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%











































































Uttle Rock-North Little Rock. AR


















































30% Poverty Concentration 40% Poverty Concentration 50% Poverty Concentration
1990 2000 Absolute % 1990 2000 Absolute % 1990 2000 Absolute %

































































































































































































































































30% Poverty Concentration 40% Poverty Concentration 50% Poverty Concentration
1990 2000 Absolute % 1990 2000 Absolute % 1990 2000 Absolute %.
Change Change Change Change Change Change
Ocala.FL 11.OOA> 10.9% -0.1% -0.7% 11.0% 2.6% -8.30;1) -76.00/0 0.0% 0.0% 0.00/0 O.OO!o





































































Peoria-Pekin. IL 28.3% 33.0% 4.7% 16.7% 16.7% 24.2% 7.5% 45.1% 10.7% 8.7% -2.0% -18.7%
PlilladelpbJa. PA"NJ 37.8% 39.6% 1.8% 4.8% 23.0% 19.9% -3.1% -13.5% 11.7% -3.8% -32.4%
















56.5% 47.9%Pine Bluff. AR.
Pittsburgh. PA
Pittsfield. MA
Pocatello. ID 17.1% 17.3% 0.1% 0.9% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Port.4wd. ME 15.8% 9.9% -5.9% -37.2°/0 11.0% 0.00/0 -11.0% -100.0% 0.0% O.OO!o 0.0% 0.00/0
Portland-Vancouver. OR-WA 9.1% 4.7% -4.4% -48.8% 4.4% 1.7% -2.7% -61.5% 0.9% 0.7% -0.2% -22.4%
Portsmouth-Rochester•. NH-ME 0.0% 13.1% 13.1% N/A 0.0% 8.2% 8.2% N/A 0.00/0 0.0%
Providence-Fall River-Warwick. RI-MA 18.0% 30.4% 12.4% 68.7% 3.0% 10.2% 7.1% 234.0% 0.8% 0.0% -0.8% -100.0%
Provo-Qrem. ur 42.8% 44.2% 1.4°A> 3.2% 29.9% 28.9% -1.0% "3.4% 26.4% 24.•0% -9.2%
Pueblo. CO 50.8% 17.3% -33.5% -66.0% 14.0% 0.5% -13.5% -96.2% 0.0% 0.5% 0.5% N/A
Punta Gorda. FL 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.00/0 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.00/0 0.00/0 0.00/0
Racine. WI 46.5% 13.0% -33.6% -72.1% 13.0% 1.9% -11.1% -85.1 % 2.8% 1.9% -0.9% -32.2%
RaIeigh-burham-Chapel Hill. NC 17.2% 19.4% 2.2% 12.7% 7.3% 5.3% -2.0% -26.8% 6.0% 3.7% -2.3% -37.6% CJ:J
t-:>
Metropolitan Area
30% Poverty Concentration 40% Poverty Concentration 500A> Poverty Concentration
1990 2000 Absolute % 1990 2000 Absolute % 1990 2000 Absolute %






































Richland-Kennewick-Pasco. WA 33.2% 29.0% -4.2% -12.7% 7.6% 0.0% -7.6% -100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
2.2% 112088.2%
























San Luis Obispo-Atascadero-p3.I>O Robles. CA























































































































































































































Sarasota-Bradenton. FL 9.1% 15.3% 6.1 % 67.1% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Savannah. GA 25.7% -16.4% -39.00/0 21.8% 15.1% -6.7% -30.9% 13.2% 10.7";6 -18.9%
Scranton-Wilkes-Barre--Haz1eton. PA 8.5% 8.5% 0.0% 0.4% 4.0% 3.7% -0.4% -8.8% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Seattle-Bellevue-Everett. WA -34.5% 5.00/0 2.4% "2.6% -51.4% 2.0% 0.5% -74.1%
Sharon. PA 20.90/0 12.3% -8.6% -41.2% 13.5% 8.7% -4.7% -35.2% 8.2% 5.9% -2.3% -28.0%
Sheboygan. WI 3.8% -3.8";6 -100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.00;6 0.00;6 0.00;6 0.00/0 0.0%


















































































































Syracuse. NY 27.0% 30.8% 3.8% 14.1% 20.1% 16.9% -3.2% -15.9°;6 11.4% 8.6% -2.8% -24.9%
Tacoma. WA 15.9% 9.4% -6.4% -40.4% 10.1% 4.7% -5.4% -53.4% 6.3% 2.3% -4.1% -64.4%
Tallahassee. FL 49.8% 47.8% -2.0% -4.0% 34.2% 39.8% 5.6% 16.4% 16.3% 23.9% 7.6% 46.8%
Tampa"St. Petersburg-Clearwater. FL 19.20/0 13.9% -5.4% -27.9% 9.1% 5.5% -3.5% -38.9% 6.4% 2.7% -58.7% (JJ
,j::.
Metropolitan Area
30% Poverty Concentration 40010 Poverty Concentration 50% Poverty Concentration
1990 2000 Absolute % 1990 2000 Absolute % 1990 2000 Absolute %


















































































































Victoria, TX 28.9% 0.0% -28.9% -100.0% 15.6% 0.0% -15.6% -100.0% 9.5% 0.0% -9.5% -100.0%


















































Wausau, WI 12.0% 0.0% -12.0% -100.0% 0.0% 0.00A> 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.00/0 0.0%







































































30% Poverty Concentration 40010 Poverty Concentration 50010 Poverty Concentration
Metropolitan Area 1990 2000 Absolute % 1990 2000 Absolute % 1990 2000 Absolute %Change Change Change Chl!J!Se Chl!J!Se Change
Worcester. MA-CT 19.8% :3 1.9% 12.1% 61.2% 10.2% 13.1% 2.9% 28.1% 5.9% 4.9% -1.0% {17.4%
Yakima. WA 42.4% 43.7% 1.3% 3.0% 23.5% 11.50/0 -12.0% -51.1% 2.9% 2.3% -0.6% -19.5%
Yolo, cA 39.7% -0.2% -0.6% 8.6% 6.1% -2.5% -29.3% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
York. PA 13.6% 17.0% 3.4% 25.1% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
YoungstoWl1cWarren, OH 31.0% 26.3% -4.6% -14.9% 20.4% 6.8% -13.6% -66.6% 10.0% -7.9% -78.8%
Yuba City. CA 20.9% 21.2% 0.2% 1.2% 0.0% 13.7% 13.7% N/A 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Yuma,AZ 56,5% 34.2% -22.2% -39.4% 21.0% 10.8% "10.1% "48.3%
Non Metro Area Total 23.2% 14.8% -8.4% -36.2% 9.7% 5.3% -4.4% -45.4% 4.5% 2.0% -2.5% -55.6%
Metro Area 26.7% .4.7% -15.0% 17.6% 12;4% -5.2% 4.7% -3.5% -42.7%
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